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Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) (2002) from a final 
rejection of claims 1-28. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b) 
(2008). An oral hearing was conducted on June 8, 2010. 

We REVERSE. 

Introduction 

According to Appellants, the invention is a system that enables 
creation of reporting system, decision support system, business intelligence 
and on-line analytical processing reports that use prompt objects to define 
any aspect of the report, with the prompt objects being resolved at run-time 
of the report. (Specification, 1) 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Exemplary Claim(s) 

Claim 1 is an exemplary claim and is reproduced below: 

1. A prompt object on a computer-readable medium used in 
creating a report to be executed in a reporting system, wherein 
the report may specify a prompt object as a property of the 
report, the prompt object comprising: 

a question to be asked of a user; 

a prompt type; 

and at least one validation property; 

wherein the prompt object is used in creating a report to 
be executed in a reporting system, wherein the report may 
specify a prompt object as a property of the report, and wherein 
the prompt object is an object separate from the report such that 
the prompt object may be used more than once in a single 
report or may be used in more than one report. 
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Prior Art 

Alexander US 2002/0069207 Al Jim., 6, 2002 

Rejection 

Claims 1-28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Alexander. 

GROUPING OF CLAIMS 
Appellants argue claims 1-28 as a group on the basis of analogous 

limitations recited in each of the independent claims, claims 1,6, 14, and 21 

(App. Br. 9-31). We select independent claim 1 as the representative claim. 

Accordingly, we treat claims 2-28 as standing or falling with representative 

claim 1. 

We accept Appellants' grouping of the claims. See 37 C.F.R. 
§41.37(c)(l)(vii). 

ISSUE 

Appellants argue their invention is not anticipated by Alexander 
because Alexander does not teach "a prompt object comprising: a question 
to be asked of a user; a prompt type; and at least one validation property" 
(App. Br. 9-13). Appellants argue Alexander does not disclose any 
component or program that would allow for validating the data types of 
answers (App. Br. 10). 

In response, the Examiner finds Alexander describes a survey in 
which the answers are assigned a specific value, and thus, the answer values 
are equivalent to the validation values (Ans. 7). 
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Issue: Has the Examiner erred in finding Alexander discloses a 
prompt object comprising at least one validation property? 

FINDINGS OF FACT (FF) 
Alexander 

Alexander describes a computer system for creating, conducting, and 
analyzing surveys (Abstract). The survey includes a question(s) that a user 
answer(s) {id.). 

(1) In setting up the survey, the survey manager types in the 
desired question, identifies whether the question has more than one answer 
and then selects the answer from the available choices (pg. 2, [0029]). Each 
answer may be assigned a value to allow the survey to assign a score based 
upon the value(s) corresponding to the response(s) given by the survey taker 
(pg. 2, [0031]). 

(2) Since questions may be useful in more than one survey, they 
can be saved and classified by type for reuse in a catalog (pg. 2, [0034]). A 
catalog is a set of questions and answer pairings stored as objects in a 
database {id.). Each of the pairings was created by the user for a previous 
survey and in storing, is preferably classified by type (id.). For example, for 
political or product preference surveys, questions about income and lifestyle 
are going to be used repeatedly; therefore, these questions can be classified 
in the catalog for easy reuse (id). 
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ANALYSIS 

We agree with Appellants that no validation property is described by 
Alexander. We find that each answer to a question is assigned a value (FF 
2). We also find that questions and answers are paired and stored for reuse 
(FF 3). However, we do not agree that because each answer has a different 
value and that each question has a specified classification in the catalog 
leads to a validation property. We find the value does not indicate whether 
the answer, question, question type, etc. is valid. It merely assigns a value 
that can be used later to score the survey {See FF2). Indeed, the value does 
not indicate whether the answer is valid as the answers are already 
determined by the user who set up the survey (FF 2 and FF 3). 

CONCLUSION 
Appellants have shown that the Examiner erred in finding 
independent claims 1,6, 14 and 21 are anticipated by Alexander. Since 
dependent claims 2-5, 7-13, 15-20 and 22-28 depend from independent 
claims 1,6, 14 and 21 respectively and were not argued separately, claims 2- 
5, 7-13, 15-20 and 22-28 stand with claims 1, 6, 14 and 21. Accordingly, 
Appellants have shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 1-28 for 
anticipation by Alexander. 

DECISION 

The Examiner's rejection of claims 1-28 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Alexander is reversed. 

REVERSED 

Vsh 
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